
2004/G131

G131-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G022

G022-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G109

G109-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G027

G027-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G038

G038-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G224

G224-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G061

G061-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G345

G345-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G037

G037-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G160

G160-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G204

G204-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G226

G226-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G498

G498-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. New information was added to the Revised Draft
EIR, which was recirculated in March 2006.

Sections 1.2, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 4.10, and 4.10.1.3 contain
additional information on this topic.

NEPA and the CEQA do not require the consideration of
alternatives that are infeasible or that would require significant
changes in governmental policy or legislation. NEPA requires
consideration of a “reasonable” number of alternatives. In
determining the scope of alternatives, the emphasis is on
“reasonable.” “Reasonable” alternatives include those that are
practical and feasible from the technical and economic standpoint
and using common sense (CEQ 40 Questions; #2a). Thus, the
information must be sufficient to permit decision-makers to make a
reasoned choice of alternatives with respect to their environmental
impacts.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources as alternatives to the Project within the context of
the California Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report
and other State and Federal energy reports.



2004/G074

G074-1
Section 3.3.7.4 addresses this topic.



2004/G111

G111-1
Section 2.2.3 contains a revised description of the FSRU mooring
system. Table 4.2-2 identifies hazards that were considered in the
public safety analysis, including loss of the FSRU’s mooring lines.
Section 4.2.7.6 under “Security Vulnerability Assessment and
Hazard Identification” evaluates the scenario of the FSRU
disconnecting from its mooring.



2004/G112

G112-1
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) has been updated since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. The lead agencies
directed preparation of the current IRA, and the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories independently reviewed it,
as discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

G112-2
Section 4.2.3, the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1),
and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National Laboratories'
review of the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C2) contain
revised information on the 1977 Oxnard study.

G112-3
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) has been updated since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. The lead agencies
directed preparation of the current IRA, and the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories independently reviewed it,
as discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G115

G115-1
Section 4.16.1.2 discusses this topic.



2004/G116

G116-1
Section 4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident
and reimbursement for local agencies.



2004/G393

G393-1
Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on this topic.



2004/G397

G397-1
Section 3.3.8.3 contains additional information on this topic. An
Energy Bridge (or similar concept) would also require use of
offshore and onshore pipelines.



2004/G168

G168-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G234

G234-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G526



2004/G526

G526-1
The 1978 Offshore LNG Terminal Study conducted by the
California Coastal Commission was not used exclusively in the
evaluation of alternatives. Although some aspects of it are dated,
much of it is still relevant, including many of the criteria used. In
particular, the wind/wave conditions have not changed and are still
relevant to the need to minimize adverse sea and weather
conditions for any offshore port. Locations on the west side of the
Channel Islands were considered but were rejected for a variety of
reasons, including wind/wave conditions (see Section 3.3.6.4).
Moving a port facility farther offshore increases the likelihood of
interference with Department of Defense activities. The Department
of the Navy has ranges in which it conducts its activities parallel to
most portions of the California coast. The proposed location of
Cabrillo Port is an area that is not included in a Navy range.

Other constraints that limit the potential offshore locations of a port
are the topography and the seismic conditions of the seafloor
between the port and the shore. Although technology for pipelines
has improved since 1978, the proposed routes for subsea pipelines
are relatively flat or gently sloping areas with a minimum of seismic
activity. Hard bottom also must be avoided. The subsea topography
that parallels the entire Channel Islands includes canyons and
escarpments.

In addition to offshore constraints, there are constraints on where a
pipeline could make a shore crossing. Similar to the offshore
conditions, the topography should be flat or gently sloping. Ideally,
the shore crossing would be near existing infrastructure to minimize
the need to establish a new onshore natural gas distribution
system.

The Applicant's proposed location for the Cabrillo Port is farther
offshore than any of the sites evaluated in the 1978 study. The
proposed location of the Cabrillo Port is outside the traffic
separation scheme (TSS). The TSS is the designated marine traffic
lanes for large commercial vessels. In addition, the Applicant has
agreed that LNG carriers would not enter the TSS at any time so
that operations at Cabrillo Port would not interrupt the existing
marine traffic in the TSS.

G526-2
In accordance with NEPA and the CEQA, the environmental
analysis (Chapter 4) discusses the existing regional setting and
potential impacts by resource. Chapter 4.3.1 discusses existing
conditions of maritime traffic in the Santa Barbara Channel.



2004/G526

G526-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The Applicant has reduced the number of LNG carriers
that would call on the FSRU annually from a maximum of 130 to a
maximum of 99. As a result, the number of LNG carriers docking at
the FSRU weekly would be reduced from an average of two to
three per week to one to two per week. Since a crew vessel would
meet each LNG carrier, the number of crew vessel trips to and from
Port Hueneme would also change. See Section 4.3 for more
information on this topic. The LNG carriers calling at the Cabrillo
Port would neither use nor cross the coastwise traffic lanes. Section
4.3.1.2 contains information on the expansion of the Vessel Traffic
Service at the Port of Los Angeles/Long Beach.

G526-4
Information about killer whales in Table 4.7-3 has been updated.

G526-5
Section 4.7.1.5 and Table 4.7-3 address this topic.

G526-6
New information on this topic is presented in Section 4.7.4 under
Impact BioMar-3.

G526-7
The Project is required to comply with Federal and State laws and
regulations. Applicant measures and mitigation measures beyond
legal requirements are cited where deemed appropriate by the
agencies.

LNG carriers would exchange ballast water outside of the U.S.
Exclusive Economic Zone (200 NM) and would only take on ballast
water when docked at the FSRU, so non-native invasive species
would not be introduced. Section 4.7.2 contains information on
regulations to prevent the introduction of non-native invasive
species.

G526-8
The statement has been deleted from the discussion of Impact
BioMar-12 in Section 4.7.4.



2004/G526

G526-9
The cumulative impacts analysis has been conducted to account
for those projects that are reasonable and foreseeable, in
accordance with NEPA and the State CEQA guidelines. See 40
CFR 1508.7 and section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines, with
which the document complies. Existing facilities, whose related
environmental impacts have already occurred and are thus
reflected in baseline conditions described throughout the document,
are not contemplated in the requirements of this section.



2004/G387

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G387

G387-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G541

G541-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G541



2004/G541



2004/G541



2004/G541



2004/G499

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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